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Abstract

In recent decades, research on the acquisition of self-regulatory strategies has
increased. The toddler years are particularly important for both the family and the child
concerning the development of appropriate self-regulatory strategies. Beginning in
toddlerhood, children move from being other-regulated (parents helping the child to deal
with emotions) as they begin to attempt to control their own emotions. During this
transition, some children turn to aggressive strategies during times of frustration. This
study aimed to examine the factors associated with the everyday instances of aggression
in toddler behavior. I proposed to answer two questions in the study: Is there any
evidence that coparenting support or antagonism is associated with, or plays a role in,
toddler aggression? What are the immediate, contextual factors most proximally related
to toddler's aggressive behavior as they attempt to regulate their emotions while waiting
with mothers or with fathers during a frustration challenge? Results from the study
suggest that coparenting conflict is associated with toddler aggression. In addition,
unresponsivesness from the parent and parental reprimands often act as the antecedent
preceding toddler's aggressive behavior.
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An Analysis of Aggression in 30-month old toddlers
During the "terrible twos", young children begin coming to terms with societal
mores about managing impulsive and aggressive behaviors (e.g. Fraiberg, 1959). Parents
play a critical role in this process helping to model impulse control and teaching children
strategies for managing their aggressive feelings (Eisenberg, Murkoff, & Hathaway,
1994). Problems can arise when relationship dynamics within the family do not provide
the necessary support for developing this challenging skill of impulse modulation.
Hence, families are typically the first place that both child clinicians and developmental
psychologists look when attempting to understand why some toddlers fare well in
managing their impulses and aggression while others do not.
Most prior research on emotion regulation has focused on emotion skills as a trait
or capacity of the child, with a somewhat smaller number of studies focusing on emotion
regulation as a relationship-based phenomenon (most typically examining how young
children regulate emotions when assisted by their mothers). This thesis builds upon and
extends prior work, providing an analysis of toddler-aged children's successes and
difficulties as they struggle to regulate emotions during a challenging frustration task. I
examine emotion regulation strategies both broadly, tracing linkages between family
dynamics and emotion regulation strategies across a large group of toddlers and families,
and also individually for a smaller subgroup of children who showed especially
noteworthy aggressive activity during a frustration task with their parents.
My aims in taking this dual focus are to document key family factors associated
with both successful and less successful emotion regulation at the time that children are
30 months old. Before outlining the details of my study and the research questions I
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pursued, I first describe key theoretical considerations pertinent to the analysis of toddler
aggression. · I then provide a summary of past empirical research examining aggression in
toddlers. Following this review, I outline my thesis project and present its findings.
Aggression in Toddlers: Theoretical Considerations
In theoretical accounts of toddler development, distinctions are typically made
between physical and socio-emotional development. Physical development progresses,
of course, principally via genetically programmed maturational programs, without the
requirement of parental instructions or modeling. As long as parents provide ample
nourishment, physical stimulation of very young infants' musculature, and subsequent
opportunities for unfettered exploration once children become mobile, physical growth
proceeds according to genetic plan. The same cannot be said for socio-emotional
development, however. The autonomous restriction of impulses, or harnessing of
tendencies to act without thinking, must be learned. The task of teaching young children
the skill of impulse control falls principally upon their primary caregivers -- in most
cases, the toddler's parents.
Central to, though often implicit in, the progression of successful social and
emotional development are theories of impulse control (e.g., Freud, 1926/ 1959; Fraiberg,
1959; Block & Block, 1980). From very early on, parents begin to establish culturally
grounded methods of acculturating, teaching, and disciplining their children. However,
the toddler years present the first major "regulation challenge" for parents and children
alike. In addition to learning for the first time the new concept of practicing self-control,
toddler-aged children must also begin learning how to regulate their intense emotions and
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sometimes even to sacrifice their own self-interests for the interest of others. These
achievements are not attained easily.
Inevitably, feelings of frustration arise, and these can be especially hard for 2year-olds to manage. By the age of four, such feelings of frustration are not nearly as
overwhelming, largely because they can be mediated through the use of inner language.
Unfortunately, at the age of two, language development is only in early stages of
development, and so children have a much less well-developed inner verbal lexicon at
their disposal for talking themselves through periods of frustration and temptation. Thus,
the dysregulated toddler is often easy to spot, and acts of aggression are one potential and
relatively common outcome for many toddlers who as of yet have few other regulating
skills at their disposal. Aggression has been defined in many ways, but for toddlers it
may be best understood as a culmination of swelling negative emotions that is expressed

in the discharge of action instead of in words (Fraiberg, 1959).
As alluded to above, the toddler years are a particularly important time for parents
to begin actively teaching their toddler about appropriate impulse control skills. Prior to
the age oftwo, such control of impulses remains largely, if not almost exclusively,
dependent upon external regulating factors such as spoken parental prohibitions.
Underlying the development of autonomous impulse control are several different skills,
sometimes referred to as " ego development", including the acquisition of delay of
gratification, effortful control, and self-initiated compliance with caregivers (Block &
Block, 1980). Delay of gratification is a particularly important aspect of the selfregulatory system, as it requires the deference of present gratification in the service of
attaining future goals. Because of the importance of using an interior language to help

~
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manage delays, parents need to step in and help mediate their young child's success prior
to this stage.
The modeling of appropriate regulatory behavior is another way that parents have
a major influence on children's conduct (Bandura, 1969; 1977), as is parental use of
approval or disapproval as consequences for actions. If parents consistently provide
disapproval when children display impulsive behavior, children gradually begin drawing
a link between disapproval and their own failures at self-control. Through contingencies
and consequences, toddlers gradually come to learn the benefits of controlling their
behavior. This is, of course, the essence of the behavioral Skinnerian approach in
psychology, which emphasizes external consequences in predicting behavior.
Consistency in environmental responses is relevant not just as a framework in
understanding the impact of parenting feedback, however. Consistency is also relevant in
understanding how and why coparental cohesion may be important in muting toddlers'
aggressive and impulsive behavior. That is - to the extent that different parents or
caregivers are consistent in their socialization strategies and messages, not only
individually but also as a team in dealing with misbehavior, children can more readily
draw connections between their own behavior and probable outcomes. By contrast,
different coparenting figures who are not as clearly "on the same page" and who respond
differently to the same misbehaviors can create situations that make it more difficult for
toddlers to learn cause-and-effect relationships between their (mis)behavior and likely
outcomes.
Clearly, both internal and external conditions play a role in triggering toddler
aggression. Hunger, illness, or sleep deprivation are all internal conditions that can cloud
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the toddler's already limited ability to regulate emotions. But beyond the internal
experience of stress, unsettling life changes and inadequate attention from adults may
also be precursors to aggressive acts (Eisenberg, Murkoff, & Hathaway, 1994). Several
different family environments - such as overly hostile, unnecessarily controlling, or
completely limitless environments -- may pose particular challenges to the toddler's
fragile self-regulatory system. Considering the many internal and external factors that
can potentially trigger toddler dysregulation and aggression, parents must be attuned to
these factors, often in an anticipatory fashion, and be prepared to respond in a way that
will ultimately help the child acquire appropriate impulse and self-control skills.
Thus far I have emphasized transitory internal states like hunger or fatigue that
can compromise young children's adaptive skills. But more stable cognitive and
emotional internal factors also play a role in the display of toddler aggression. Due to the
fact that the socialization process is still in its formative stages as children navigate the
"terrible twos", immature social cognition is the norm, and it plays a large role in the
toddler's behavioral choices. For example, toddler egocentricity is a hallmark of the
period, and is exemplified by perspective-taking and a lack of empathy (Piaget, 1962).
Freudian psychodynamic theory also emphasizes internal processes - in this case,
the power of id impulses in young children, while maintaining that there is a cathartic
function for toddler aggression (Freud, 1926/ 1959). That is, aggression (which Freud and
others characterize as a release of pent-up emotion) can be seen as a way ofhelping the
child to diminish feelings of frustration. Aggression allows children to express their
frustration actively rather than bottling it up internally. When viewed this way,
aggression may be identified as a self-regulatory strategy in and of itself.
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The development of self-regulatory strategies has been a central focus of study
for developmental psychologists for about 30 years in psychology, and self-regulation is
sometimes thought to proceed in uniform sequence, akin to Gesell's (1949) outlining of
the sequential patterning of motor and exploratory behavior or Piagetian notions
concerning the development of cognition (Piaget, 1962). If this conceptualization has
merit, aggressive acts are perhaps best seen as a form of immature emotion regulation
that children use when more mature strategies have not yet developed, or when more
mature strategies are ineffective.
Aggression by toddlers can serve multiple purposes, including a role as an
effective attention-getting ploy when caregivers are busy or inattentive. In addition, for
children who have never learned to utilize other emotion regulating strategies, aggression
may be a first line of defense when frustration mounts. And it is not only major and
monumental frustrations that can set off toddler aggression; seemingly insignificant
micro-events in a toddler's life can often be sufficient to trigger aggressive acting out in
some children.
In conclusion, parents play an important role in helping children to develop

effective regulation strategies. Not surprisingly, parents have also been implicated in
situations where toddlers show significant disruptions in self-control. Though aggression
among toddlers is often seen as an expectable and sometimes even adaptive
developmental process, there is also consensus that under-controlled aggression can
create significant problems for both children and others. In the next section, I review a
number of prior research studies pertinent to the topic under study in this thesis.
Aggression in Toddlers: Review of Past Research

..
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As I've suggested, beginning in early childhood children gradually develop the
necessary emotion regulation skills and strategies that help them to deal with a variety of
developmental challenges (Cicchetti, Ganiban, & Barnett, 1991; Kopp, 1982; Tronick,
1989). Previous researchers have worked from a model in which both the child and the
caregiver are important, and suggested a developmental model of emotion regulation
influenced both by emerging capacities within the child and by caregiver interaction
(Kopp, 1989; Thompson, 1990).
Although self-regulatory skills become more evident during toddlerhood, these
skills actually begin to develop in early infancy. Success in later competencies is thought
to depend and build upon the mastery of earlier regulatory skills (Kopp, 1982; Sroufe,
1996). For example, in late infancy, children develop primitive emotion regulating
behaviors (Stifter & Braungart, 1995) such as self-comforting and avoidance as they
begin to establish a secure bond with primary caregivers; this allows for richer and more
nuanced family interaction and for more extensive exploration in the world (Ainsworth,
Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978). Still, children are very much "dyadic" beings throughout
the infancy period, relying on adults to help them regulate distress and discomfocy.
With time, however, the development of a self-system begins taking firm root,
with many of the most important roots developing in toddlerhood (Cicchetti, Ganiban, &
Barnett, 1991). Simultaneously, the internal adoption of external standards of behavioral
control and compliance begins (Kopp, 1982). By the end of the toddler period, familial
and societal expectations for the child are omnipresent, and include expectations for
emotional, behavioral, and physiological regulation. All of these external dictates support
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the child's emerging independent identity and autonomous behavior (Cicchetti, Ganiban,
& Barnett, 1991; Kopp, 1982).

Also by the end of the child's second year, beginnings of effortful control are
already in evidence (Posner & Rothbart, 1980). Effortful control is facilitated by the
onset of representational and symbolic capacity (Piaget, 1952, 1954) and by the
increasing awareness of societal expectations requiring that the child keep control.(Kopp,
1989). Previous research has suggested that self-regulation may occur on several levels,
or within multiple domains including emotion, behavior, and physiology (Cicchetti,
1996; Porges, 1996). It is quite likely that these different domains are interdependent
aspects of a broader self-regulatory system. During toddlerhood, the control and
management of behavior and behavioral reactivity is a particularly important aspect of
self-regulation. For example, the child's compliance with maternal directives and
instructions and the child's ability to control (not act on) impulsive tendencies could each
be understood as aspects of the behavioral domain alluded to above (Kopp, 1982;
Kuczynski & Kochansker, 1995). And as the toddler moves from external (parentcontrolled) to internal (self-controlled) regulation, evidence of successful behavior
management is seen more and more often (Kopp, 1982).
Emotion regulation is related to behavioral control, and has been defined as a set
of processes involved in initiating, maintaining, and modulating emotional
responsiveness, both negative and positive (Bridges & Grolnick, 1995; Grolnick, Bridges,
& Connell, 1996). Braungart and Stifter (1991, 1996) have provided a useful cataloguing

of the various strategies that toddler' s use to regulate their emotions. Behaviors such as
self-comforting, object exploration, and people-orientation may help the child to manage
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frustration and fear responses in situations that require the control of negative emotions.
Grolnick et. al (1996) also identified a variety of different active and passive strategies
used by 2-year olds in mildly stressful situations, highlighting active engagement with
substitute objects, passive use of objects, physical and symbolic self-soothing, otherdirected activities such as comfort seeking, and focus on the potentially distressprovoking object of desire during a challenging waiting task that taxed the child's
capacity for frustration tolerance and delay of gratification. A relative lack of emotion
regulatory skills, by contrast, is thought to contribute to aggressive or withdrawn
behavior (Calkins, 1994; Eisenberg et. al, 1993, 1994; Cicchetti, Ackerman, & Izard,
1995; Rubin, Coplan, Fox, & Calkins, 1995), and the failure to acquire age-appropriate
skills may lead to difficulties in other areas such as social competence.
Theories of aggression in toddlerhood have been limited to the extent that they
have been dominated by a "downward extension" of theories of aggression in children
and adults. That is, in much of the existing research on aggression, the definitions of
aggression employed by investigators have usually included intent on the part of the
aggressor to inflict harm on the victim (Coie & Dodge, 1998). However, while this
definition is clearly more relevant for older children, it is seldom easy to establish the
intentions of a preverbal child. For this reason, it is really only appropriate to describe the
nature of toddler's conflicts with others and/or their use of force against their peers or the
environment. This can be done descriptively without requiring investigators to infer or to
require toddlers to report on their intentions.
Aggressive behavior in children has typically referred to in the research literature
as an example of externalizing behavior ("acting out" as opposed to "acting in"), or as an
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aspect ofundercontrolled behavior. For the purposes of this study, I define toddler
aggression as forceful verbal or physical discharges of assaultive or destructive behavior
exhibited when the child is experiencing negative affect. Forceful acts would typically,
though not perhaps always, qualify as early manifestations of aggression. I am basing
this definition on a classic distinction made in the developmental literature, however; use
of force is a critical distinction in distinguishing between hostile and instrumental
aggression (Hartup, 1974).
One major thrust of much prior research on the acquisition of self-regulation has
been on documenting that parental management of emotions and impulses can support or
undermine development of emotion regulation skills in toddlers and can contribute to the
observed differences among them (Thompson, 1994). Parental verbal aggression has
emerged as a particularly strong predictor of toddler aggression directed toward peers
(Crockenberg et. al 1996). Individual differences due to caregiver effects have been
identified by several other researchers, as well (e.g. Calkins & Fox, 1992; Gunnar,
Mangelsdorf, Larson, & Hertsgaard, 1989). Several previous studies have uncovered a
relation between parents' use of negative control and callous discipline practices with
their children, and subsequent behavior problems by the children, evidenced most often
as a lack of impulse control (Crockenberg, 1987; Pettit & Bates, 1984; Weiss, Dodge,
Bates, & Pettit, 1992). By contrast, but consistent with family interactional theory, close
parent-child bonds can be linked to greater sociability with peers, and may protect
against the development of aggressive and aversive behavior (Sroufe, 1983).
Overall, the relationship between parenting behavior and children' s aggression
has received a great deal of explicit attention in past literature (Bates et al., 1998; Hart,
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De Wolf, & Burts, 1992; Patterson, DeBaryshe, & Ramsey, 1989). Researchers have
regularly documented associations between negative parenting practices and aggressive
behavior. For example, parents who use authoritarian parenting styles (as opposed to
authoritative ones) often cultivate aggressive or externalizing behavior in toddlers
(Baumrind, 1971). Authoritarian styles of parenting, with their focus on stifling control,
also have been shown to enhance angry reactions in offspring (Patterson, 1982).
Of equal importance, negative parental behaviors (low warmth, high
directiveness, and high physical and verbal punishment) have also been associated with
greater social-cognitive immaturity (Dodge, Pettit, & Bates, 1994), communicative
incompetence (Stafford & Bayer, 1993), and aggression-hostility (Dishion, Duncan,
Eddy, Fagot, & Fetrow, 1994; Hart et al., 1992; Kuczynski & Kochanska, 1995; RoseKrasnor, Rubin, Booth, & Coplan, 1996). Positive parenting practices (e.g., warmth,
acceptance, positive control-guidance, inductive reasoning, and involvement), on the
other hand, have been associated with more socially competent behavior (Chen & Rubin,
1994; McGrath, Wilson, & Frassetto, 1995), with lower levels of internalizing and
externalizing behavior (Booth, Rose-Krasnor, McKinnon, & Rubin, 1994; Russell &
Russell 1996), and with more mature cognitive processes (Hart et al., 1992; Pettit,
Harrist, Bates, & Dodge, 1991).
One limitation ofthe past research literature on family-based correlates of child
aggression is that there has been a historical neglect of fathers in families. Most past
research has concentrated on the importance of mother-child bonds, neglecting fathering
or coparenting influences. And in those relatively few past studies that have included
both mothers and fathers, maternal behavior, moreso than paternal behavior, has been
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found to correlate most significantly with toddler aggression. For example, researchers
have found that toddler aggression significantly relates to maternal and interpersonal
aggression, is highly related to all measures of maternal warmth, and is directly tied to
maternal views of marital relations (Brook, Zheng, Whiteman, & Brook 2001). This trend
was explicitly documented in a 1994 meta-analysis of past research. In a meta-analysis,
statistical procedures are brought to bear to sum across all published studies on a topic
and draw conclusions about the overall patterning of effects. Based on their meta-analysis
of forty-seven studies, Rothbaum and Weisz (1994) concluded that maternal caregiving
was more highly related to child' s externalizing behavior than was paternal behavior.
Another general conclusion from this body of work has been that mothers who are warm
and affectionate with their children are more likely to have children who are socially
competent and less aggressive with peers (Mize & Pettit 1997).
Thus far, my literature review has been focusing principally on dyadic, parentchild interactional exchanges. However, beyond mother-child and father-child
relationships, there is obviously a variety other important family factors that may also
associate with impulse control problems among young children. Marital conflict has
proven to be one such reliable correlate of toddler aggression. Marital conflict, especially
overt interpersonal conflict that a child directly observes, is related to childhood
difficulties as early as the toddler years (Cummings, 1994; Porter & O'Leary, 1980).
Marital conflict is directly related to externalizing behaviors (Katz & Gottman, 1993),
and also appears to be indirectly related to child problems by promoting adverse
parenting (Fauber & Long, 1991) which in turn affects the child. Exposure to marital
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conflict may also stimulate angry thoughts and feelings of hostility in children, which
may come to be expressed in toddler' s aggressive behavior (Coie & Dodge 1998).
Over the past decade, a new thrust in the child socialization literature has
emerged, with a focus on the importance of coparenting dynamics in families.
Coparenting researchers (e.g. McHale, Lauretti, Talbot, & Pouquette, 2002) have drawn
important conceptual distinctions between marital conflicts that occur regularly between
adults over such issues as finances, in-laws, sexual relations and free time, and

coparenting conflicts about what is best for children. In the few studies that have
examined both marital and coparenting distress, it has been the latter which predicts child
aggression most reliably (e.g. Katz & Low, 2004; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998; Bearss &
Eyberg, 1996).
In my view, the relative neglect of the importance of coparenting dynamics in the
family for promoting or muting toddler aggression is a significant oversight. Information
about the relevance of the coparental dyad has been limited to the three studies previously
cited (e.g. Katz & Low, 2004; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998; Bearss & Eyberg, 1998), and
those studies focused on older children. Little is currently known about whether or how
negative or positive coparenting relationships affect the toddler-aged child. I aim to
address these limitations in this thesis project.
Besides the over-reliance on studies of mothers and neglect of coparenting and
other family-level processes, there has been another important limitation with past work
on family-based correlates of toddler aggression. Although a now growing body of ·
research has been concerned with illuminating overall family adjustment and the
association of this adjustment with toddler aggression, this conceptualization is limiting
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in some respects. Most studies to date have assessed family problems only very broadly,
and have typically not addressed micro-events leading up to and causing particular
episodes of aggression. In other words, the approaches of most studies have been to ask
parents to rate levels of family conflict, to rate the frequency of child behavior problems,
and then to trace correlations between the two. This strategy is useful as far as it goes.
However, because this research methodology has so dominated research on toddler
aggression, far less is known about what factors immediately lead up to, or follow,
discrete instances of aggressive behavior by toddler-aged children. An important
exception has been the work of Patterson and colleagues (1978) on coercive mother-child
exchanges, which is relevant to the questions being pursued here.
Summary and Prospectus
In summary, important advances have been made over the past 30 years in
identifying child and family factors linked to early problems with aggression among
toddler age children. Most of these studies have focused on overly lax or overly punitive
parenting, but they have conceptualized parenting only dyadically, between mother and
child or father and child and have not systematically examined other important family
factors such as coordination between parenting adults. In addition, most studies have
relied principally on parental reports of aggression without examining contexts in which
aggressive behavior actually plays out.
In this study, I address these gaps by posing two major research questions:
1. Is there any evidence that coparenting support or antagonism is associated with, or
plays a role in, toddler aggression?
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2. What are the immediate, contextual factors most proximally related to toddler's
aggressive behavior as they attempt to regulate their emotions while waiting with mothers
or with fathers during a frustration challenge?
Method

Participants
A sample of 96 two-parent families participated in the study. Participants came
from a large urban Northeastern community of 180,000. Family income ranged from
$20,000-100,000 plus with a median family income of $65-70,000 in 2002 U.S. dollars.
Fathers' ages ranged from 22-52 years with a mean age of34. Mothers' ages ranged
from 22-50 with a mean age of32. The average number of years of education was 15.85
for fathers (equivalent of a 4-year college degree, but with a range from 12 to 20 years,
SD=2.21) and 16.15 for mothers (range=12-20, SD=2.00). The majority of participants
were college graduates. Fathers worked an average of 48.95 hours per week (SD=8.795),
and mothers worked an average of 17.11 hours per week (SD=l7.03). Ofthe eighty
fathers for whom videotaped interaction data were available, seventy-three were
Caucasian (86.9%), four were African -American (4.8%), two were Asian-American
(2.4%), and one was Hispanic (1.2%). Of the ninety mothers for whom video data were
available, eighty-five were Caucasian (88.5%), none were African -American, none were
Asian-American, two were ~spanic (2.1%), and three reported "other" (3.1%). The
families were recruited through advertisements in area newspapers and parenting
magazines.
Procedure
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The families who participated came in for assessment sessions at Clark
University's Child and Family Study Center in Worcester, Massachusetts. Family visits
to the center, which were scheduled at the time of the toddlers 30-month "birthday" (age
2 Yz), included an emotion regulation waiting task to be described below, observed family
(mother-father-child) interactions with the toddler, and completion by parents of selfreport evaluations of individual and family adjustment.
During the university visits, Bridges, Grolnick, and Connell's (1996) waiting
tasks were used to assess the child's use of emotion regulation strategies. Parents and
children visited the university-based playroom on two separate occasions approximately
one week apart. During the first visit, children attended with their mothers and were
presented with a standard frustration task modeled after Grolnick et al. (1996) In this
task, experimenters showed the toddlers a desirable object (a gift box or a bowl of
goldfish crackers). The experimenter then stated:
"I need to go away for a few minutes, and when I come back, I will give
this to you. Until I come back, I'm going to put it up here, and when I
come back it will be for you. I'll be back in a few minutes."
The experimenter then placed the waiting object out of the child's reach on a high
shelf before leaving for six minutes. The child waited together with the parent, who was
preoccupied completing several surveys, and who was asked not to engage with the child
except as needed for safety reasons. The task is an evocative and effective one for
prompting toddler use of regulatory strategies; according to Bridges et al. (1996), 83% of
12 to 32 month old subjects exhibited at least some negative affect during the waiting
task.
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In this project, whenever the child displayed negative affect that remained at the
peak point of negative emotion (as defined by the researchers' coding system) for thirty
continuous seconds, the waiting task was ended prematurely by the experimenter.
Otherwise, the full 6-rninute wait period was observed. Sessions needed to be ended
prematurely in one case for mothers and one case for fathers. All sessions were
videotaped through one-way mirrors and later coded for the kinds of emotion regulation
strategies employed by the toddlers, along dimensions including aggression, independent
play, interactive play, passive exploration, object focus, physical self-soothing, symbolic
self-soothing, and other-directed bids as attempts to regulate. I will define these
variables in greater detail below.
On a second visit, the child attended with both parents, and the family engaged in
a 20-minute play session together. These sessions were also taped and later coded for
degree of parent (vs. child) directedness and level of conflict between the adults. Parents
also completed two surveys assessing their personal adjustment (depressive symptoms,
marital satisfaction) and their coparenting adjustment (support received from the partner,
frequency of antagonistic and oppositional behavior demonstrated in front ofthe child).
These variables will also be described in greater detail in the next section.
Constructs and Measures
I will organize this section by (a) predictor variables, used to determine which family
factors showed associations with toddlers' regulatory behavior, and (b) dependent or
child "outcome" variables, which were the toddlers' regulatory efforts themselves.
Predictor Variables:
1. Individual Adjustment
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Parental depression: Parents completed the Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale (CES-D; Radloff, 1997). This is a 16-item scale which asks parents to
indicate on a scale from 0 (never) to 3 (all the time) how frequently during the past week
they have experienced depressive symptoms. Items include "I have cried a lot" and "I
have felt unhappy". On the CES-D, higher scores indicate more frequent depressive
symptoms. Scores of 16 and above are considered clinically significant. In this study, the
mean depression score for mothers was 9.7 (range 0 to 34, SD = 7.69). In this study, the
mean depression score for fathers was 9.35 (range 0 to 29, SD = 6.40).
Marital satisfaction: Parents completed the Locke-Wallace (1959) MAT. This
scale asks parents to describe several aspects of their relationship associated with marital
adjustment. On the MAT, higher scores signify greater satisfaction with the marriage.
Scores below 100 are considered clinically significant. In this study, the mean marital
satisfaction score for mothers was 112.90 (range 45 to 154, SD =20.45). In this study,
the mean marital satisfaction score for fathers was 110.39 (range 41.50 to 155, SD
=21.00).
2. Perceptions of Coparenting
Parental support: Parents completed Abidin and Brunner's (1995)
Parental Alliance Inventory. This is a 17-item inventory on which parents rate several
statements pertaining to the degree of parenting support they experience from their
coparenting partner. Higher scores on the PAl indicate greater support received from the
partner. In this study, the mean parenting alliance score for mothers was 81 .66 (range 20
to 100, SD = 21.51). In this study, the mean parenting alliance score for fathers was
85.70 (range 20 to 100, SD = 16.79).

...
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Coparenting conflict: Parents rated overall levels of conflict, undermining, and
disparagement on an adapted version of McHale's (1997) Coparenting Scale. Higher
scores signify that the parent engages in the behavior more frequently. Ratings on the
three domains of conflict were combined to form a single summary score, such that high
values indicate regular child-related coparenting conflict in the family.
3. Observed Coparenting Behavior
Besides parents' perceptions of coparenting support and conflict, I also sought to
determine whether observed family process could be tied to toddlers' self-regulatory
strategies. No prior study has sought to link observed coparenting process with
observed toddler regulatory efforts, so by including family observations my study
broke new ground. The variables I focused on in my project were the following:
Verbal sparring: Coders watched the 20-minute family interaction session and
rated on a 5-point scale the extent to which parents disagreed with or disqualified one
another as they played together with the toddler. Sessions were rated by blind,
independent coders unaware of the hypotheses I pursued in my study. Inter-rater
reliability (the extent to which coders agreed on the level of verbal sparring when they
saw it) was good (r = .78).
Child/Parent Directedness: Coders rated the degree of parental directedness
during the session on a scale of 1 to 5. Higher scores indicated that the session was
guided more predominantly by the child's interests and initiatives, while lower scores
signified more parental direction and control of the play session. Again, inter-rater
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reliabilities for this variable were acceptable (r = .81), indicating good agreement
between the observers on who directed the flow of the family interaction.
Coparental Endorsement: Coders evaluated the degree to which parents provided
explicit affirmation of one another's efforts during the play session. High scores went to
parents who "backed one another up" and helped provide a uniform message to toddlers.
Lower scores signified failure to back one another up and/or the giving of mixed
messages to the toddler. Interrater reliability for this variable was .82.
Family Expressiveness: This variable captured the extent to which families
expressed a variety of different emotions. High scores went to families who were very
expressive with respect to exuberance, joy, and/or disagreement, while low scores went
to families where emotions were not vividly apparent. Inter-rater reliability for this scale
was .76.
Family Hostility: This was a summary variable that included all expressions of
conflict, disagreement, competitiveness, and verbal sparring in the session. Inter-rater
reliability for this variable was .77.
Child Adjustment Variables

1. Parental Ratings of Child Behavior
Child' s Aggressive Behavior: Even though my focus in this study was on
children's actual self-regulatory behavior, I wanted to also include a parent-rating index
of child adjustment since this is what has been used in most past studies of toddler
aggression. In the study completed in Massachusetts, the parent-report measure thafwas
used was Achenbach and Edelbrock's (1983) Child Behavior Checklist. This is a 100
item inventory on which parents rate how often their child shows different externalizing
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problem behaviors (oppositionality, destructiveness, aggressiveness) as well as different
internalizing problem behaviors (e.g., shyness, withdrawal). Higher scores on the
summary "Externalizing Problems" scale indicate numerous parental observations of
their child's aggressive tendencies (e.g. "Defiant", "Hits Others").
5. Toddler Self-Regulation
Toddler' s Emotion Regulating Strategies. The evaluation of toddlers' self-regulatory
behaviors during the frustration task described above was my main focus in this thesis
study. I received training from a doctoral researcher who had been trained in the
evaluation scheme by W. Grolnick (the woman who invented it). After I and my coding
partner had attained inter-observer reliability (average r = .79), we then watched and
coded videotaped records of the wait tasks that serve as the outcome measures for this
thesis study. We recorded on a summary coding sheet each time the toddler used each of
eight different emotion regulation strategies, recording the presence or absence of each
behavior in 5-second time sampling intervals. The total number of intervals (maximum =
72, which is the number of 5-second intervals within the 6-minute wait task period) in
which the child demonstrated the behavior was then calculated. I divided this number by
the total number of intervals that were completed (because ofthe few children who didn' t
make it all the way through the 6-minute period) to get a fmal set of proportion scores.
These scores, which are used as the dependent measure in analyses that follow, reflected
the average percentage of intervals in which the child showed that behavioral strategy.
Following are the definitions of each of the emotion regulating strategies I coded:

Independent Play. This referred to independent active exploration of the
environment, or playing alone while expressing sustained or intense interest in toys in the
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room for their intended purpose. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers
exhibited this behavior with the mother was .49, with a range from 2% of the time to 88%
of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers exhibited this behavior
with the father was .43, with a range from 0% of the time to 100% of the time.
Interactive play. This included game-like attempts to play with the parent, or to

engage in general conversation. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers
exhibited this behavior with the mother was .12, with a range from 0% of the time to 44%
of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers exhibited this behavior
with the father was .12, with a range from 0% of the time to 58% of the time.
Passive Exploration. This included all behaviors in which the child moved or

looked about the room, but without any play-like component. The average proportion of
intervals in which toddlers exhibited this behavior with the mother was .37, with a range
from 0% of the time to 100% of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which
toddlers exhibited this behavior with the father was .40, with a range from 0% of the time
to 99% of the time.
Object-focused. This strategy included looking or pointing to the forbidden

object, calling for parental assistance to get the object, attempting to obtain the object, or
simply staying focused on the object. The average proportion of intervals in which
toddlers exhibited this behavior with the mother was .12, with a range from 0% of the
time to 79% of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers exhibited
this behavior with the father was .11 , with a range from 0% of the time to 50% of the
time.
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Physical Self-Soothing. This strategy was coded whenever the child exhibited

physical, repetitive movements of the body (e.g. rocking, self-massaging, hair twirling)
that did not constitute play. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers
exhibited this behavior with the mother was .18, with a range from 0% of the time to 97%
of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers exhibited this behavior
with the father was .19, with a range from 0% ofthe time to 75% ofthe time.
Symbolic Self-Soothing. This category included verbal pretend scenarios acted

out by the child, in which they indicated receiving the item and also included selfcomforting verbal statements which helped to alleviate negative emotions (e.g. "She'll be
back soon") (Bridges, Grolnick & Connell, 1996). The average proportion of intervals in
which toddlers exhibited this behavior with the mother was .02, with a range from 0% of
the time to 15% of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which toddlers
exhibited this behavior with the father was .01 , with a range from 0% of the time to 19%
of the time.
Other-directed. This category was coded whenever the toddler voiced complaints

or verbally or physically sought comfort or care-taking. These included vocalizations
toward the parent when they did not include requests to play or for the object, (in these
cases, interactive play or object focus was coded instead). The average proportion of
intervals in which toddlers

e~bited this

behavior with the mother was .15, with a range

from 0% of the time to 100% of the time. The average proportion of intervals in which
toddlers exhibited this behavior with the father was .21 , with a range from 0% of the time
to 100% of the time.
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Aggression. Coders rated verbal threats, sudden or destructive moving of objects

(ex. throwing toys), and hostile physical contact initiated by the child. Each act of
aggression was also categorized as either: 1=sharp, sudden movements that led coders to

think of aggression; 2=threats of aggression (e.g., raised fist), some squishing, pushing,
or clearing toys from a shelf; or 3=hitting, kicking, stomping, or throwing toys that could
be broken, almost always causing coder/parent to intervene. The average proportion of
intervals in which toddlers exhibited such behaviors with the mother was .03, with a
range from 0% of the time to 25% of the time. The average proportion of intervals in
which toddlers exhibited this behavior with the father was .04, with a range from 0% of
the time to 49% of the time.
Results
I will divide the Results section into three main parts. In the first part, I present
findings indicating that aggressive behavior during the frustration task was associated, at
least in one case, with parental ratings of child behavior problems. In the second section,
I address Research Question 1, which asked which family indicators can be linked to
toddlers' regulatory behavior. These analyses look at such correlates across the entire
group of toddlers. After describing the main correlates of the various regulatory strategies
I coded, I then turn in this second section more specifically to the correlates of aggressive
behavior, in particular. In the. third and final section, I present the results of my
qualitative analysis of nine cases in which aggressive behavior appeared to either a mild
or significant degree. This section presents a "functional analysis" to establish the ·
antecedents and consequences of each aggressive act observed during the wait task
period.
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Validation of the coding of aggression during the emotion regulation task

It was important to ascertain at the outset the extent to which child aggression
during the frustration task captured something of significance about the child, and so I
correlated parent ratings of externalizing behavior problems with counts of aggression
during the wait tasks. These analyses revealed that the mother' s ratings of child behavior
on the Child Behavior Checklist were indeed significantly correlated with the toddler's
aggressive behavior. Specifically, the mother's ratings of the child's aggressive behavior
were positively correlated with the toddler's intense aggression (Level 3) while waiting
with the father (r=.33, p<.05). The mother' s ratings of overall externalizing behavior
were also positively correlated with the toddler' s intense aggression while waiting with
the father (r=.39, p<.Ol). Finally, the mother's total CBCL behavior problems score was
positively correlated with the toddler' s intense aggression while waiting with the father
(r=.40, p<.Ol).
Correlates of Emotion Regulation Strategies: Quantitative Analysis
In this second section, I present data examining linkages between indicators of
family adjustment and behavioral strategies used by toddlers to regulate their behavior
during the frustration task. First, I address the issue of whether children whose parents
report better personal adjustment (lower levels of depression and more satisfaction in
their marriage) are more likely to call upon independent play strategies during a
frustration task, and less likely to focus maladaptively on the frustrating situation or to
rely on the parent to help them regulate their frustration. The correlational analyses I
conducted between depression and marital satisfaction, as predictors, and toddler
regulatory strategies, as outcomes, indicate that in many cases the answer is "yes". I
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found that children of fathers who were depressed and or dissatisfied with their marriage
showed a greater object focus during the frustration task than did other children,
indicating that greater proportions of their time were spent maladaptively focusing on the
unattainable object. I also found that children whose mothers were dissatisfied with their
marriage showed more reliance on their mothers to regulate their emotions (see Table 1).
With respect to the coparental indicators, I was particularly interested in
determining whether children from families where there was greater support between
adults, less antagonism between adults, and greater provision of structure by adults
likewise showed more successful regulation strategies when frustrated? Here again, I
found that at least to a certain extent, they do. Specifically, my correlational analyses
indicated that children whose fathers reported feeling more support from mothers showed
more independent play during the wait task. By contrast, children whose mothers
reported more coparenting conflict and whose parents exhibited more conflict behavior
during the play session showed a greater reliance on mothers to help regulate their
emotions. Finally, I found that children who were given a freer rein during the family
interaction actually showed less, not more, independent play during the frustration task
(Table 2).
In summary, data from this study indicated that both individual parental
adjustment and coparental support and solidarity can be linked in sensible ways to the
kinds of regulatory strategies their toddler-aged children come to develop to handle
frustration.

Correlates ofToddler Aggression
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Additional correlational analyses were carried to more specifically explore the
relationship between parental behavior and toddler aggression. First, it is interesting to
note that the individual parent adjustment variables did not show the same associations
with aggression as they had with some of the other regulation strategies. Neither mother's
nor father's ratings of depression were significantly correlated with toddler aggression
(mother, r=-.08; father, r=.10). Likewise, martial satisfaction was also not significantly
correlated with toddler aggression (mother, r=-.11; father, r=-.11). And, self-reports of
perceived coparental support from the partner was not significantly correlated with
toddler aggression (mother, r=-.05 ; father, r=-.1 0).
By contrast, the observational measures of coparenting did reveal multiple
significant associations. Analyses revealed that verbal sparring was positively correlated
with intense aggression (Level3) with the mother (r=.41, p<.01). There was also a
significant and negative correlation between the mother's endorsement of the father' s
parenting and intense toddler aggression (Level 3) displayed with the mother (r=-.30,
p<.01 There was also a parallel significant negative correlation between the father's
endorsement of the mother's parenting and intense toddler aggression (Level3) exhibited
with the mother (r=-.25, p<.05). ). In other words, when there was less coparental support
and solidarity, toddlers behaved more aggressively with mothers.
Consistent with the findings for verbal sparring, overall family hostility was also
positively correlated with intense aggression (Level3) exhibited with the mother (r=.30,
p<.Ol).

The warmth discrepancy between the parents was also correlated with intense

aggression with the mother (r=.51, p<.Ol), indicating that emotional withdrawal by one
of the two parents was linked with more toddler aggression. An additional significant
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correlation suggested that this finding may be driven by father withdrawal, in that the
father's expressiveness in the family was negatively correlated with the child's total
aggression displayed with the mother (r=-.28, p<.05). This means that fathers who were
less emotionally expressive had children who exhibited more aggression when frustrated.
Correlates with Parents ' Responses to Child Behavior during the Wait Task
Keep in mind that all of the associations I reported in the sections above pertained
to coparenting behavior during a family interaction session conducted at a separate time
from the frustration tasks, rendering the findings even more salient and powerful. I was
also interested, however, in proximal correlates of child aggression as well, and so rated
parental behavior during the wait task itself and correlated it with toddler aggression.
These analyses revealed a positive correlation between the father's responses to
caretaking requests and aggression used by the child while waiting with the father (r=.51,
p<.O 1), but no correlation between ignored caretaking requests by the father and the
toddler' s aggression (r=.08). For mothers, I found the same positive correlation between
the mother's responses to careta)<ing requests and the total aggression exhibited by the
child while waiting with the mother (r=.41, p<.01), but in this case also found a
significant positive correlation between the ignored complaints by the child and total
aggression exhibited by the child while waiting with the mother (r=.24, p<.Ol).
Contextualizing Aggression: Qualitative Analysis
This section addresses the second research question - what are the immediate
antecedents and consequences of toddler aggression during the frustrating wait task? In
an effort to characterize the micro-events associated with toddler aggression, I took the
strategy of completing a functional analysis of behavior. To enable a nuanced set of
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observations of a range of aggressive phenomena, I selected nine families from the subset
of aggressive toddlers to carry out the analysis. I chose these cases in relation to the
profile of the aggressive sub-sample as a whole, selecting three children high in
aggression, three with moderate levels of aggression, and three who were low in
aggression.
Antecedents, the environmental events immediately preceding the aggressive
behaviors, were identified and objectively recorded in narrative form. Consequences, the
environmental events that followed the aggressive behavior, were also identified and
objectively described. Descriptions of both the antecedents and consequences included
both aspects of the physical environment that seemed pertinent, as well as the behavior of
the parent who was waiting with the toddler.
In functional behavior assessments, terms such as reinforcement, punishment, and

extinction are often used. Reinforcement is defined as the process in which a behavior is
strengthened by the immediate consequence (Miltenberger, 2004), and thus more likely
to occur in the future. Punishment is defmed as a consequence that makes a particular
behavior less likely to occur in the future (Miltenberger, 2004). Extinction occurs when a
previously reinforced behavior is no longer reinforced, and as a result, the behavior
decreases and stops occurring (Miltenberger, 2004). In the section that follows, I provide
descriptions of antecedents and consequences without categorizing them as
reinforcement, punishment, or extinction, though in some cases the effects can be intuited
from the continuation or cessation of aggressive activity following the initial aggressive
act.
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tp.nctional Analysis ofToddler Aggression: Antecedents and Consequences
Individual Family Analyses: Case descriptions of each antecedent-aggressionconsequence sequence
In this section, I outline the micro-contexts of aggressive acts by the nine toddlers
selected for more in-depth analysis. Before outlining the functional assessment of
behavior for each of the nine cases, I provide summary data on parent's descriptions of
the child and on the observational ratings of family conflict (when these scores are
available; they are not in every case), to help think about where each particular family
case fell relative to others in the sample. The family conflict scores are reported in terms
ofz-scores, and anything above one is considered noteworthy. After each case, I
comment on whether the parent followed the examiner's instructions adequately (i.e., to
not intervene with the child unless absolutely required. This is important to know because
not every parent managed to stay neutral. The category "Parent directed statements" is
the one most relevant here; I comment on parental adherence to instructions in each of
the 9 cases). After outlining the functional analyses, I also attempt to draw some
interpretations and conclusions about the patterning I detected. Low aggression cases are
described first, followed by moderate and finally by extensive aggression cases.
Toddlers low in aggression

30-month old boy with father (((Family #35)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: score unavailable

Father: score unavailable

Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family's overall score
was not available.

~
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Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:

1

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity
2

Antecedent (to
the aggressive
act)
The child
requested the
parent's
permission to
go to the other
room to play
with toys, but
the parent was
unresponsive.

2

2

The child tried
to engage the
parent, but the
parent was
again
unresponsive.

Incident
Number

Behavior

Consequence

The child
cleared a table
of objects.

The parent did
not respond,
and the child
returned to
independent
play.

The child threw
a toy (which
did not hit
anything).

The child
immediately
looked at the
parent who was
unresponsive.

Summary of Toddler Behavior during Wait Task: This child displayed two acts of
aggression while waiting for the experimenter to return. When the experimenter first
brought the present into the room, the toddler was attentive and smiling (and received a
high score of 3 on initial approach). She also immediately remembered the present when
the experimenter returned. While waiting, the toddler drew principally upon a
combination of passive exploration (documented in 47% of all waiting intervals) and
independent play (documented in 49%) during the wait task.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent followed the experimenter' s
instructions well, and made only one directed statement toward the toddler during t.h e sixminute waiting task.

30-month old boy with mother (((Family.#28)))
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parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: 60 (clinically significant; sample M = 47.26, SD = 9.39)
Father: 49 (sample M = 47.24, SD = 8.28)
Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family's overall score
was not available.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number
1

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity
2

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

The toddler
played
independently.

The child
cleared a shelf
of toys.

The parent did
not elicit a
response, and
the child
immediately
approached the
caregiver for
play or
conversation.

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task: The child was attentive when the
experimenter brought the present into the room (scored a 2 on initial approach) and
immediately remembered when she returned. The toddler depended on the parent to
regulate their emotions during the wait task (documented in 78% of all waiting intervals).
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent made one directed statement to the
child during the six-minute waiting task.
30-month old boy with mother (((Family #32)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: score unavailable

Father: score unavailable
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Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family ' s z-core was

1.85.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number
1

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensi!y_
2

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence
I

The child
played
independently
with toys in the
room followed
by an activity
shift.

The child
kicked a toy.

The parent was
unresponsive,
and child
immediately
approached the
mother and
says, "I love
you and I want
you to come."

I

'

I
'

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task: The child was attentive and
approached when the experimenter brought the present into the room (scored a 2 on
initial approach) and remembered what he was waiting for when the experimenter
returned. The toddler used a majority of independent play strategies during the wait task
(documented in 43% of all waiting intervals).
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued ten directed statements and
reprimands during the waiting task.

Toddler 's moderate in aggression
30-month old girl with father ((Family # 110))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: 39 (sample M = 47.26, SD = 9.39) Father: 41 (sample M = 47.24, SD = 8.28)

-

.
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Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family 's overall z-score
was -1.32.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:

Incident
Number

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

1

2

The toddler
asked the father
to read to her,
but the father
denied the
request.

The child threw
the book.

The parent was
unresponsive,
and the child
verbally selfsoothed.
i

2

2

Incident
number one
acted as the
antecedent for
the second
display of
aggressive
behavior.

The child threw
toys while
simultaneously
asking the
father to play
with her.

The father did
not respond.

3

2

Incident
number two
acted as the
antecedent for
the third
display of
aggressive
behavior.
The child
tripped while
pulling a toy.

The child
cleared a shelf
of toys.

The child
returned to the
father, who told
her that he will
play with her
soon.

The toddler
cleared a shelf.

The father did
not respond.

-.

4

2

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task : When the experimenter brought the
present into the room, the child was very excited (score 4 in initial approach) and

38
remembered as soon as the experimenter returned. The toddler used a majority of
independent play strategies during the wait task (documented in 59% of all waiting
intervals). For the second and third acts of aggression, the previous environmental events
caused the subsequent behavior. Most of the incidents were prompted by the father
denying the child's care giving requests. After the father gave the child a time contingent
response ("in a couple of minutes"), the child was better able to regulate her emotions
and play independently.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued a total of seven directed
statements and reprimands to the child during the six-minute waiting task.
30-moth old toddler with mother (((Family# 50)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: 57 (sample M = 47.26, SD = 9.39) Father: score unavailable
Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family's overall z-score
was 2.33.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number

1

2

-.

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity
3

3

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

The toddler
played
independently.

The child threw
a ball, which
was directed at
and hit the
mother's feet.

The mother
was
unresponsive,
and the child
continued to
play.

The child
picked up the
ball at mother' s
feet and stared
in her direction.

The child threw
the ball in the
mother's face.

The mother
verbally
reprimanded
the toddler.

39

'3

3

Incident
number two is
the antecedent
for aggressive
act number
three.

The child threw
the ball at the
mother's face.

The mother
verbally
reprimanded
the child.

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task: The toddler was very excited when
the experimenter brought the present into the room (scored a 4 on the initial approach
scale) and immediately remembered the present when the experimenter returned. The
child used passive exploration as the major strategy during the wait task (documented in
55% of all waiting intervals).
Most the child's attempts to engage the mother were successful when he used aggressive
strategies. However, when the reprimands increased, the child stopped the behavior.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued twelve directed statements and
reprimands to the child during the six-minute waiting task.
30-month old boy with mother (((Family #42)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: 64 (clinically significant; sample M = 47.26, SD = 9.39)
Father: 38 (sample M = 47.24, SD = 8.28)
Family ratings of conflict:

0~ the

measure of family conflict, the family's overall z-score

was -.41.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence
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1

3

The child
played catch
with the
mother.

The toddler
threw the ball
in the face of
the mother.

The mother
laughed and
returned to an
independent
assignment.

2

3

The child
The toddler hit
played ball with her with the
mother.
ball.

The mother
verbally
reprimanded
the child.

3

3

The child
played with the
mother.

The toddler hit
the mother with
the ball.

The mother was
unresponsive.

4

3

The child
played with the
mother.

The toddler hit
the mother in
the head with
the ball.

Mother said
"Ow" and
laughed.

5

3

The child asked
the mother for
the present.

The child hit
the mother with
the ball.

The parent and
child laughed
together.

I

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task: The child was very excited about the
present and asked the mother for it throughout the waiting task (scored 3 on initial
approach). When the experimenter returned, he asked her for the present. The child used
a majority of independent piay during the task (documented on 46% of all waiting
intervals). The toddler' s aggressive behavior was enacted in play scenarios with the
mother. The child was frustrated by the waiting task and used mother directed play and
aggression to distract himself and wait until the experimenter returned.
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Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued nine directed statements and
reprimands to the child during the six-minute waiting task.
Toddlers High in Aggression
30-month old boy with mother (((Family #34)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: 45 (sample M = 47.26, SD = 9.39) Father: 36 (sample M

= 47.24, SD = 8.28)

Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family's overall z-score
was 1.41.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number
1

2

--

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity
2

2

'

3

2

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

The child
climbed onto a
dangerous
object and the
mother
reprimanded
him for
climbing onto
the object.

The child
cleared toys
from shelf and
threw some of
them into the
atr.

The mother was
unresponsive.

The child asked
the mother
about the
father, but the
mother was
unresponsive.

The child threw
a toy into the
air.

The mother
responded by
engagmg m
play
conversation
with the child.

The child tried
to engage
mother in play,
but she did not
respond.

The child threw
a toy into the
air.

The mother did
not respond and
the child played
independently.
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4

2

Incident
number 4 acted
as the
antecedent for
the current
incident.

The child
climbed on top
of a table and
bangs hands on
and kicks the
nurror.

The mother
verbally
reprimanded
the child, and
she also
physically
removed him
from in front of
the mirror.

5

2

Incident
number five
acted as the
antecedent for
the current
incident.

The child
returned to the
mirror and
continued
banging on the
glass.

The mother
physically ·
removed the
child and
tousled his hair
while trying to
distract him.

6

3

The previous
incident acts as
the antecedent
for incident
number six.

The toddler hit
the mother in
the stomach
with his fist.

The mother
reprimanded
him by telling
him to stop.

7

2

She also pulled
the table away
from the mirror
in order to
make it
inaccessible.

The child
pushed the
table back to
mirror, climbed
onto it, and
began banging
and kicking
a gam.

The mother
raised her voice
with a verbal
reprimand and
redirected him
to play with
something else.

..

Summary of Toddler Behavior During Wait Task: The child was attentive and happy
when the experimenter brought the present into the room (scored 2 on initial approach)
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and remembered the object when the experimenter returned. The child displayed a
majority of independent play strategies during the wait task (documented in 64% of all
waiting intervals). The toddler played independently for the first couple of minutes of the
waiting task. Once the mother began giving verbal reprimands, the child began to act
aggressively. The toddler' s aggressive behavior was then reinforced by the mother's
responses. After the seven consecutive incidents, the mother tried to redirect the child' s
behavior and the waiting task ended.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued a total of thirteen directed
statements.
30-month old girl with mother (((Family #21)))
Parental Ratings of Child' s Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: score unavailable

Father: score unavailable

Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family' s overall z-score
was -.88.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number

r

-.

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity
2

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence
'

The mother did
not respond to
the child's
caretaking
request.

The toddler
threw the bean
bag in the air.

The mother
quickly and
vaguely
responded and
then returned to
her work.
I

2

2

-

-

The child
requested the
present from
the mother, but
the mother told
----

-- - -

The toddler lied
down and
kicked her feet
in the air.
-

---

The mother
responded by
reminding the
child that she
would have to
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the child that
she would have
to wait.

wait.

3

2

The antecedent
for incident
number three
was the
prevwus
response from
the mother.

The child lied
on the floor and
kicked the toys
in the
immediate area.

The mother
responds nonempathically.

4

2

The antecedent
for incident
number four
was the
previous
response from
the mother.

The toddler
threw toys into
the air.

The mother did
not respond.

5

2

The antecedent
for incident
number five
was the
previous
response from
the mother.

The child threw
the bean bag in
the air.

The mother is
unresponsive.

2

The antecedent
for incident
number six was
the previous
response from
the mother.

The child threw
the bean bag in
the air.

The mother
responded to
the child by
asking what
was wrong.

-.

6

Summary of Child Behavior During the Wait Task: The child was displayed happiness
and approached the experimenter when the present was brought into the room (scored 3
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on initial approach) and remembered when the experimenter returned. The child
displayed a majority of independent play strategies during the wait task (documented in
69% of all waiting intervals). After the second behavior, the child becomes generally
dysregulated and cannot decrease her frustration to play independently. In this case it
was more difficult to determine which immediate environmental cues led to the
externalizing behavior. The aggressive acts that were not responded to in the first couple
of incidents led to other aggressive acts.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued a total of six directed
statements.
30-month old toddler with mother (((Family #26)))
Parental Ratings of Child's Externalizing Symptomatology (CBCL scores):
Mother: score unavailable

Father: score unavailable

Family ratings of conflict: On the measure of family conflict, the family's overall z-score
was 1.89.
Functional Assessment of Toddler Behavior:
Incident
Number
1'

2

·-

Coding Level
of Aggressive
Intensity

Antecedent

Behavior

Consequence

1

The child tried
to engage the
mother, but the
mother
redirected her
to play with the
toys by herself.
The previous
incident acted
as the
antecedent for
the current
behavior.

The child then
verbally
threatened to
hit her mother.

The mother
replied that she
did not want to
be hit.

The child hit
the mother on
the knee with a
toy.

The mother
redirected the
child to play
with toys on the
other side of the
room.

3
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3

3

The previous
incident acted
as the
antecedent for
the current
behavior.

The child hit
the mother on
the foot with a
toy.

The mother
smiled as the
child, and the
child walked
away.

4

3

The child
picked a toy
from the other
side ofthe
room.

The child hit
the mother on
the foot.

The mother
reprimanded
the child and
then responds
to a caretaking
request from
the child.

5

3

The mother
responded to
the child's
caretaking
request.

The toddler hit
the mother
again.

The mother
took the toy
from the child
and verbally
reprimanded
her.

6

1

The previous
incident acts as
the
environmental
antecedent for
incident
number six.

The child
verbally
threatened to
hit the mother.

The mother
replied "no"
and remarked
that the hitting
hurt her.

1

The previous
incident acts as
the
environmental
antecedent for
incident
number six.

The child
verbally
threatened to
hit the mother.

The mother did
not respond.

--

7
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summary of Toddler Behavior During the Wait Task: The child was happy and attentive
but did not approach the experimenter when she brought in the present (initial approach
was coded as a 2). The toddler also used passive exploration as the main strategy during
the waiting task (documented in 56% of all waiting intervals). The toddler tried very
hard to engage the mother, and the child succeeded when she used verbal or physical
aggression. The mother's final attempt to ignore the behavior proved to be successful, as
the aggressive behavior stopped.
Number of Parent Directed Statements: The parent issued six directed statement and
reprimands to the child during the six-minute waiting task.
Interpretation and Analysis: Recurrent Themes Detected in the Functional Analysis

In this section, I summarize my findings concerning the main antecedents and
consequences that framed the aggressive activity of the nine toddlers selected for analysis
during the waiting tasks.
Antecedents. After watching each of the nine cases, I was able to identify four
antecedent themes that occurred regularly among multiple cases. These were as follows:
the child initiated and the parent actively rejected a bid for engagement; the parent issued
a reprimand; the parent engaged with the child; and the parent ignored the child,
remaining unresponsive and detached. It is important to say that some of these parent
behaviors were likely prompted by the demand characteristics of the experimental
paradigm; because of the importance of maintaining a standardized procedure in the
parent-passive waiting task, caregivers were asked to not engage with the child (except
for safety reasons). For this reason, I suspect that the majority of antecedents that I saw
regularly preceding aggression were in all likelihood parental responses prompted by the
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experimental setting. What is interesting, however, is how these responses also prompted
frustration on the child's part owing to either the parental preoccupation or to the parent
directives. Here is the system I developed:
Child Initiated/Parent Rejected Engagement was scored whenever I noticed failed

attempts by the child to engage the parent in either positive or negative interaction.
Positive engagement bids included offers or requests for play or conversation attempts.
Negative engagement included toddler' s display of negative affect (e.g. whining,
stomping feet) in seeking help or attention from the parent.
Parental Reprimands were scored whenever I noted verbal statements from the parent

that aimed to place a limit on toddler behavior that was unacceptable (according to
caregiver standards).
Parental Engagement was defined as neutral or positive parental attention, either verbal

or gestural, preceding acts of toddler aggression.
Unresponsiveness from Parent was scored whenever I noted a clear lack of parental

acknowledgement, either verbal or gestural, following an attempt by the child attempted
to engage the parent in either a positive or negative way.
Consequences. In addition to these antecedents, I found that among the nine cases
four categories of consequences were most likely to follow an aggressive act by the
toddler during the waiting ta~ks. They were as follows: parental engagement, contingent
punishment, unresponsiveness from parent, and parent-initiated task redirection.
Although I used the theme "unresponsiveness from parent" as a category in both the
antecedents and consequences, the goals and qualities of unresponsiveness actually
differed in the two situations, as I note below.
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Parental Engagement was defined as neutral or positive parental attention, either verbal
or gestural, following acts of toddler aggression.
Contingent Punishment was defined as instances in which the toddler's act of aggression
was responded to by the parent either via verbal reprimands chastising the child or less
often as physical restraint in an effort to stop the behavior.
Unresponsiveness from Parent was recorded in instances when the child's aggressive acts
were not acknowledged by the parent, either gesturally, physically, or verbally.
Parent-Initiated Task Redirection was defined as parent acknowledgement, but not
punishment, of aggressive acts through the use of child task redirection.
For the antecedents of the thirty-six aggressive acts, I noted ten unresponsiveness
from parent, ten reprimands, five child initiated/parent rejected engagements, six parent
engagement, and five "other" (these were varied incidences not fitting the previously
described categories). For the consequences of thirty-six aggressive acts, I noted eight
parental engagements, ten contingent punishments, fourteen unresponsiveness from
parent, and four parent-initiated task redirections.
Discussion
The purpose of the study was to examine key factors associated with toddler
aggression: family factors and environmental influences. The major questions that I
aimed to pursue in the study ~ere to identify the family factors most closely associated
with aggression and the immediate contextual factors most related to toddler's aggressive
behavior. With respect to the first question, I found that low coparental endorsement and
high family hostility and verbal sparring, were most closely related to toddler aggression.
With respect to the second question, I found that unresponsiveness from the parent and
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parental reprimands were the antecedents most often related to toddler aggression during
the wait task.
Taking first the quantitative analyses, I will first comment on the associations I
found between family adjustment and toddler regulatory strategies, and then turn more
specifically to links between family adjustment and aggression. First, our data revealed
that children of depressed and dissatisfied fathers were especially likely to focus
maladaptively on the forbidden object during the wait period. By contrast, children of
dissatisfied mothers were more likely to rely on their mothers, rather than on themselves
to help regulate their emotions.
With respect to the coparental alliance, children whose fathers reported a stronger
coparental alliance showed more independent play during the wait task. By contrast,
children whose mothers reported more coparenting conflict, and whose parents argued
more during the play session showed a greater reliance on the mother, rather than on
themselves during the frustration task.
These fmdings are consistent with the hypothesis that disruptions in the
individual and coparental adjustment of adults in the family create a more challenging
climate for toddlers trying to learn to manage their emotions. The propensity to
perseverate on an unattainable object or to ask for aid from a parent, rather than relying
on the self to while away the time during a challenging period, shows up most often
among children in families where there are signs of strain shown by the parenting adults.
Conversely, independent play is more pronounced in families where fathers report greater
solidarity in the coparental alliance.
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Turning now to links between coparenting and toddler aggression, my finding that
low parental endorsement (e.g., mother's endorsement of the father and father's
endorsement of the mother) is related to higher levels of toddler aggression during
moments of frustration is potentially an important finding. Past research on this topic has
only addressed the role of negative parenting and, minimally, the significance ofthe
coparental bond, but thus far, no study has specifically addressed the role of explicit
mother and father endorsement of one another's actions in attempting to account for the
family context of toddler aggression. Indeed, until now, very few data have been
available at all on the role of parental support in curtailing the aggression of toddlers.
According to data from my study, lower levels of parental endorsement by either parent
towards the other were associated with the most intense forms of aggression (Level 3)
when the child was waiting with the mother. This would indicate that parental support or
non-support for one another may play an especially important role in the process of the
toddler learning appropriate self-regulatory strategies.
In addition, the finding that more discrepant levels of parental warmth during
family interactions could be linked to higher levels of toddler aggression is also a
potentially crucial one. Previous research has addressed the association between low
parental warmth and aggression-hostility in toddlers (Dishion, Duncan, Eddy, Fagot, &
Fetrow, 1994; Hart et al., 1992; Kuczynski & Kochanska, 1995; Rose-Krasnor, Rubin,
Booth, & Coplan, 1996), but until now, no data have been available on the implications
of disparate levels of parental warmth in families where toddler aggression is high: It
may be that affective disengagement by one of the parents prompts the development of
aggression or, alternatively, that aggressive toddlers prompt one oftheir parents to
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disengage affectively. In either case, the finding that parents are not on the same page
emotionally is consistent with the endorsement finding.
The finding that maternal ratings of the child's aggressive and externalizing
behavior are related to toddler aggression is expectable, but a very important thing to
establish to verify the validity of the observational ratings I used. In particular, the
fmding that maternal ratings of the toddler's aggressive and externalizing behavior were
associated with intense aggression (Level 3) exhibited by the child with the father
indicates the importance of taking a family level of analysis.
Consistent with previous fmdings, I also found that verbal sparring was associated
with increased levels of toddler aggression. This is consistent with research by Katz and
Gottman (1993) on marital conflict. However, the fmding that verbal sparring was only
significantly related to aggression exhibited by the toddler with the mother provides
increased information about within-family linkages and is again a potentially useful one.
According to findings from the study, verbal sparring exhibited by the parents was most
often associated with intense aggression (Level 3) displayed by the toddler only with the
mother during a frustrating task. If these findings were to replicate, it would provide
suggestive evidence that mother-child relationships and containment of toddler
aggression may be especially vulnerable to coparental conflict.
In reference to the associations between different toddler self-regulatory strategies
and toddler aggression, the link I found between child complaints and toddler aggression
is a potentially useful one, indicating that toddler-aged children who still show a higher
frequency of less mature other-regulated strategies may be more likely to use less mature
aggressive strategies to handle their frustration. According to data from the study,
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maternal and paternal responsiveness to complaints were also associated with increased
levels of aggression exhibited by the toddler when waiting with the mother and the father.
This fills out the picture even more fully. Toddlers who rely on (that is, complain to)
other individuals (i.e., their parents) in efforts to help regulate their behavior and
suddenly encounter a lack of responsiveness by these same parents may be the most
likely to respond with aggression. ,
This interpretation is further supported by the qualitative analyses, where my
data indicated that unresponsiveness from the parent (ten out of thirty-six incidents) and
parental reprimands (ten out of thirty-six incidents) were most often associated with
toddler aggression. According to data from the study, parental unresponsiveness and
parental reprimands during a frustrating situation were associated with toddler aggression
more often than any other antecedent. Hence the implications for parents are that
toddlers may need special attention during times of frustration, with the failure to provide
such attention being especially likely to trigger aggressive activity.
In addition, this was my first effort at conducting a functional analysis, and I was
fascinated with the complexities and ambiguities inherent in doing such work. As a
general comment, I was struck by the importance of trying to account for individual
differences in children's temperamental dispositions in attempting to establish how they
would respond to frustration ..In fact, depending on the child's dispositions, the functional
assessment revealed distinctive and sometimes altogether different patterns of behavior.
For example, some (five out of the nine) children impressed me as being more
excited about the present or goldfish, as compared to the rest of the sample. When this
was the case, the child seemed to have a more difficult time waiting and often exhibited
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more externalizing behavior to deal with the frustration. It also struck me that a number
ofthe children (two) really did not seem accustomed to and simply could not adjust to the
parent's unavailability during the six-minute waiting task. Some of these children were
rated by parents as having significant levels of externalizing problems, but others were
not, making the analysis even more complicated. Among these (how many) cases, some
(three out of the nine) of the toddlers appeared to have aggressed in order to deal with the
frustration in reference to the unresponsiveness of the parent, while (six out of the nine)
others appear to have aggressed in order to get the parent's attention.

In my estimation, parental behavior preceding the aggressive episodes also led to
significantly different outcomes and reactions for the toddlers. For some children, once
the parent briefly interacted with the child, this exacerbated their frustration and
consequently increased their use of aggression. For other toddlers, brief interaction with
the caregiver decreased the likelihood of subsequent aggression. Some children may have
developed more mature self-regulatory strategies than others. If the child relied more on
the parent to regulate their emotions, a brief interaction followed by the removal of the
attention would only increase feelings of frustration. Ifthe child was better able to
regulate their own emotions, a brief interaction with the parent may increase feelings of
autonomy, thus allowing them to independently explore their surroundings.
I also felt after analyzing the interactions that the same parental behavior
following the aggressive episodes also led to significantly different outcomes and
reactions for the toddlers. Sometimes the parental ignoring of the aggressive behavior led
to an increase in the frequency or duration of aggressive behavior. This is, of course, not
suggesting that the parental ignoring caused the aggression, but rather that the process of
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extinction may have been relevant for the aggressive behavior. For children whose
behavior was not extinguished during the six-minute wait task, the time period may
simply not have been long enough to instigate an extinction process.
Eventually, in an extinction process, continually ignoring the behavior will
eventually cause the behavior to significantly decrease or end. However, initially when a
behavior is no longer reinforced, the following consequences are known to sometimes
follow: the behavior may briefly increase in frequency, duration, and/or intensity; novel
behaviors may occur; or emotional responses or aggressive behavior may occur
(Miltenberger, 2004). This intensification of (mis)behavior is characterized as an
extinction burst. In other words, the aggressive behavior would get worse before it
stopped. For some of the toddlers, the data in this microanalysis indicate that the
aggressive behavior may have been going through an extinction burst, as long as the
parent was no longer reinforcing the behavior. But as is also well known, if the behavior
was then reinforced during the extinction burst, this then would have had the effect of
increasing the future chances that the child would exhibit the same level of aggressive
behavior exhibited during the extinction burst. Clinicians might assume that for children
who responded aggressively, they were not used to being ignored.
On the other hand, my data also indicated that some parent's ignoring of the
aggressive behavior did end or lead to a decrease in the aggressive behavior. The
behavior was no longer reinforced by the parent and the behavior was quickly
extinguished. For others, acting out the aggressive behavior led to a significant and
overall dysregulation of the child's emotions. In other instances, once the toddler
exhibited aggressive behavior, the parent then mirrored the toddler's behavior. In
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summary, after undertaking this analysis one conclusion I would draw is that it is
especially difficult to draw general conclusions about how parent behavior triggers child
aggression without taking into account child traits beyond the immediate interactional
context.
I would now like to focus on challenges in having conducted this study and
problems I see with the strategy and approaches used. The study was certainly not
without its limitations. The most notable is that all of the data were collected at a single
point in the child and family's development, and so the data I had to work with could not
be used to test cause-and-effect relationships. That is, the correlational nature of the data
did not allow me to specifically address the direction of causality between parental
behavior and toddler aggression. In addition, the use of functional analyses of behavior
for the aggressive incidents did not allow for definitive conclusions about causality in the
events leading up to and causing aggression either. In the future, experimental
manipulations may be helpful in establishing cause-effect relationships.
Another issue is that I had a great many measures and not nearly enough subjects
to carry out my analyses with the level of statistical power recommended in correlational
studies. In general, a 5:1 subjects to measures ratio is recommended for studies ofthis
nature. With approximately 100 participant families, ·this would mean a maximum of 20
measures could be used. But ~ecause I wanted to examine a variety of family predictors
as well as a variety of toddler outcomes, I exceeded the recommended minimum number.
What this means is that I increased the likelihood that some of my fmdings may have
occurred by chance. This must be kept in mind when interpreting my findings. With that
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being said, it is also important to note that the significant findings that did emerge were
all in the direction I had anticipated.
Also, I call attention to the fact that the sample and sampling method used by the
research team in Massachusetts did not generate a truly diverse sample of families or of
extremes in child behavior. The sample was predominately middle class and Caucasian,
and hence no conclusions are possible about potential cultural differences in parental and
contextual factors relating to aggression. When dealing with extremes in aggressive
behavior, one may uncover differences in family dynamics and contextual factors relating
to toddler aggression. It would be helpful to take samples from within various ethnic
communities and compare the findings. A larger sample size would also provide a wider
range of behavior extremes.
These things said, clearly, there is value in pursuing the kinds of questions
addressed in this study. Future research should focus in greater detail on coparental
solidarity and the way that family systems respond to toddler aggression once it begins to
surface during the terrible twos. Answers to these questions should prove especially
important to mental health professionals working with young children and their families.

!>'

Table 1: Associations Between Parental Ratings, Coparental Behavior, and Toddler Aggression
Mom Passive,
Total Toddler Aggression
CBCL Scores:
Mom's Ratings of Toddler Externalizing Behavior
Dad's Ratings of Toddler Externalizing Behavior
Mom's Ratings of Toddler Aggressive Behavior
Dad's Ratings of Toddler Aggressive Behavior
Mom's Ratings of Toddler's Total Behavior
Problems
Dad's Ratings of Toddler's Total Behavior
Problems
Observed Coparenting Behavior:
Verbal Sparring
Mother's Endorsement of Father
Father's Endorsement of Mother
Family Expressiveness, Mother
Family Expressiveness, Father
Warmth Discrepancy
Cooperation Between Parents
Family Hostility

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2tailed).

Dad Passive,
Total Toddler Aggression

Mom Passive,
Aggression Level 3

Dad Passive,
Aggression Level 3

.17
.04
.13
.05

.09
.03
.05
.05

.11
.01
.13
-.03

.39**
.10

.11

.14

.10

.40**

-.00

.15

-.02

.17

.15
.04
-.02
-.09
-.28*
.22
.23
.10

-.08
.04
.13
-.15
-.13
.05
-.04
-.11

.41**
-.30**
-.25*
-.04
-.07
.51**
.17
.30**

-.09
.11
.18
-.14
-.17
-.04
.10
-.07

.33*
.12
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Table 2 : Associations Between Family Adjustment and Toddler Regulation

Index of Parental, Coparental Adjustment
Parental Self-Report Ratings:
Mom
CES-D Depression Inventory
Locke-Wallace
Parenting Alliance Inventory
Coparenting Scale Negativity
Dad
CES-D Depression Inventory
Locke-Wallace
Parenting Alliance Inventory
Coparenting Scale Negativity
Observed Co_]J_arenting Behavior:
Verbal Sparring
Child Directed (vs. Parent Directed)
Interaction
•• Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2tailed).
• Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2tailed).

Independent
Play

Object
Focus

Other-Directed
Behavior

-.05
-.14
.20
-.08

.07
-.06
.01
.09

.06
-.25**
.10
.22*

-.04
.06
.32**
-.16

.24*
.25**
-.06
.01

.10
-.06
-.04
.01

.03

-.15

.21*

-.19*

.17

-.07

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics for Strategies Used During the Waiting Tasks With Mothers and Fathers

Mean

Mothers Present
S.D.

Independent Play
rnteractive Play

.49
.12

.23
.10

Passive Exploration
Object-Focused
Physical Self-Soothing
Symbolic Self-Soothii}Q

.37
.12
.. 1·8
.02

.23
.14
.17
.04

Other-Directed
Aggression

.15
.03

.19
.05

Range

Mean

Fathers Present
S.D.

.02-.88
.00-.44
.001.00
.00-.79
.00-.97
.00-.15
.001.00
.00-.25

.43
.12

.27
.10

.40
.11
.19
.01

.25
.11
.19
.03

.21
.04

.27
.08

Range
.001.00
.00-.58
.00-.99
.00-.50
.00-.75
.00-.19
.001.00
.00-.49
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